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REPLY BRIEF 

In response to the new position taken by the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer, the 
following reply brief is propounded. 

Specifically, it is noted that in the final rejection, the rejection of claim 1 was premised 
on paragraphs 28, 35, 36, and 42. See final rejection at page 3. Now, in the "response to 
argument" on page 8 of the Answer, the Examiner contends that paragraph 56 of the cited 
Walley reference supports the rejection. 

To the contrary, paragraph 56 expressly teaches away from the claimed invention. 
Specifically, the Examiner's arguments on page 8 seem to suggest that if the Examiner can find 
two networks that communicate with one another, he has what is claimed. To the contrary, the 
claim is explicit that the address information about devices in the first radio frequency network 
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must be communicated "over a non-radio frequency network to a second radio frequency 
network." 

Paragraph 56 explains that the two networks pointed out by the Examiner may 
communicate, but that this requires that "a device from one of the two networks must be 
initialized into the other network through one of the methods discussed." The only methods 
discussed appear to be simply bringing one device close enough to the other network to enable it 
to be initialized in both networks. See paragraphs 54 and 55. 

Nothing in this reference ever suggests enabling a device in one network to be initialized 
into another network by communicating address information about devices in the first network 
over a non-radio frequency network to the second network. The communication suggested in 
Figure 10 by dotted line 1012, is a radio frequency connection. See paragraph 55. Thus, the 
cited reference explicitly teaches away from the claimed invention and for this further reason, 
reversal would be appropriate. 
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